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the most promise for both practical and theoretical reasons. Such programs were for the most part the least tested. Unfortunately, neither the quantity nor the quality of research on extramural rehabilitation programs proved to be impressive, and, again, the panel was left with no more than hints of appropriate directions for future rehabilitation efforts, whether inside or outside of institutions.
The overall aim of the second phase of the panel's work was to be prescriptive, to suggest as specifically as possible directions for both program development and research. Admittedly, the task of prescribing is considerably more difficult than, the task of determining where the gaps in the knowledge are. The panel came to believe that with respect to prograrr development it could state only in a general way the avenues that ought t( be explored. The panel did, however, reaffirm its earlier conviction tha rehabilitative efforts will have to be more extensive, multifaceted, and bet ter integrated if they are to have any reasonable chance of success, pai ticularly if success is defined in terms of a reduction in the rate c recidivism. That does not necessarily mean that there should be mtensiv and pervasive intrusions into the lives of individual offenders, because ; least some of the interventions that ought to be tried, e.g., in the con munity and school, might not have individual offenders as their target What it does mean is that piecemeal, inconsistent efforts, based on wh seems desirable or possible at any given time or location, are not likely be successful and should not be the substance of our efforts to help < fenders rehabilitate themselves.
The panel was more satisfied with its prescription for research str egies. To begin with, there is a need for better, more integrative thei that is developed specifically to account for the processes of beha\ change that are likely to be involved in rehabilitation. A monolithic the seems unachievable at this time and perhaps may never be achieva because criminal behavior appears to be so diverse in its origins and in factors that maintain it. For the time being, partial theories that can linked together gradually into an evolving nomothetic act will have tc used. Research efforts will have to be more systematic, more oriei toward the development of programs than to summative evaluation, of more extended duration than past efforts have been.
There is, of course, the unattractive but commanding hypothesis the problems of crime and offender rehabilitation are intractable, unl: ever to yield to the methods of scientific inquiry. It will be unfortum that is so, but the only way of testing the hypothesis is by the emp method of science. It is possible that the instances of successful rehat tion that can be found in the life histories of so many ex-offenders ar reproducible, being the result of so many complex and uncontrollabl<